Dafydd ap Llywelyn's approach to Pope Innocent IV in 1244 was classified as an attempt to become a papal 'vassal' by Michael Richter in an article of 1971. It seems more likely, however, both that Dafydd saw his relationship with the papacy as one of protectio, and that the precise form of the relationship was in fact incidental to his appeal. Dafydd took advantage of the routinization of papal administration to have local judges-delegate investigate Henry III's extorted treaties of 1241. The judges' appointment was not an acknowledgment by the papacy that Dafydd had a good case, or whether he was a papal 'vassal' or protégé.
However, there were also a number of territories -held by Dafydd's father -in which rights were claimed by others. The possession of these territories, it was agreed at Gloucester, would be decided by arbitration. The arbitrators included the bishop of St Asaph for Dafydd, the papal legate and several others. 8 Dafydd's main fear seems to have been that his elder half-brother Gruffudd ap Llywelyn would challenge him for rule of Gwynedd; this seems to have been why he wanted Henry's recognition so quickly. However, around autumn 1240
Dafydd captured Gruffudd. After this, as J. Beverley Smith puts it, Dafydd evinced 'a marked intransigence in his relations with the crown over the arbitration procedures to which he was bound by the treaty of Gloucester'. and bloodless' and Dafydd came to terms at the end of August. Part of the agreement concerned Gruffudd, who was to be handed over to the king and to receive whatever territory Henry deemed to be his right. There was to be no further arbitration concerning the territories mentioned at Gloucester; they were disposed of as Henry wished. The first agreement was at Gwerneigron in late August, the second at Rhuddlan over the following few days. The final treaty was made at London in October.
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To confirm the new treaties Dafydd swore on his own cross that he would keep to the terms. 11 He also placed himself and his land under the jurisdiction of the archbishop of Canterbury and the bishops of London, Hereford, Ely and Coventry and Lichfield, who would excommunicate Dafydd and interdict his territory if he broke his word; this was a If, as seems likely, the two abbots chosen as judges were perceived as supporters of
Dafydd then the sudden panic of the king was justified: he had to spike the commission before it could find in favour of the prince. The results were apparently positive; nine months after the first letter, the second of our two letters was issued. This informed the bishops of Ely and Carlisle that Dafydd, 'suggesting falsely to us that he had been given to the Roman Church by his parents in alumpnum', had requested the letter to the abbots. Wishing to obviate the grave scandal and loss which could result to King Henry from that letter, Innocent ordered the two bishops to revoke whatever had been done with the previous letter appointing the abbots as judges-delegate. 36 61 The use of quasi in the 1226 letter tells us that the author realized that the two concepts were analogous rather than identical. The inspiration for using alumnus to describe one under papal protectio might stem from use of the term tutela, commonly used by the papal chancery to describe the institution of protectio. 62 Tutela, however, also has obvious connotations of guardianship or tutelage, stemming from its origin in Roman law. 63 It is these subtly different uses which led Because the 1244 commission was most likely a holding operation, the actual terms Dafydd used were not intended to be considered carefully. In Dafydd's mind, the fact of his being a papal alumnus was not the issue. The aim was to start a papal investigation, and
Dafydd presumably thought that to remind the papacy of his status as a protégé would help.
The English do not seem to have challenged his status as a papal protégé when he mentioned 64 Sayers, Honorius III, p. 16, n. 7. One obvious precedent is the famous papal decretal Novit. A letter of Pope Innocent III from 1204, Novit expressed the papal duty to intervene, even in non-spiritual matters, if they were de peccato ('concerning sin'). 66 In the specific case of Novit one of the reasons why the matter was de peccato was that it concerned oaths: 'how could we not consider the sanctity of an oath, which is not to be doubted to pertain to the Church's jurisdiction?' 
